tices of the Anglosphere, not least of which has been directed at Latina/o populations through institutionalized forms of White supremacy and capitalist patriarchy.
Capitalist society requires that we routinely perform our labor in schools, in factories, in churches, at the voting booth, and on the picket line and that we educate ourselves to enhance our labor power (McLaren & Farahmandpur, 1999a , 1999b , 2001a , 2001b McLaren & Jaramillo, 2002 McLaren & Martin, 2003 ; see also Rikowski, 2001a Rikowski, , 2001b . Consequently, we have borrowed the term used by Paula Allman (1999 Allman ( , 2001 )-revolutionary critical pedagogy-to emphasize critical pedagogy as a means for reclaiming public life that is under the relentless assault of the corporatization and privatization of the life world, including the corporate-academic complex. This is not a reclamation of the public sphere through an earnest reinvigoration of the social commons but its socialist transformation (McLaren, in press ). The term revolutionary critical pedagogy seeks to identify the realm of unfreedom as that in which labor is determined by external utility and to make the division of labor coincide with the free vocation of each individual and the association of free producers, where the force of authority does not flow from the imposition of an external structure but from the character of the social activities in which individuals are freely and consciously engaged. Here, the emphasis is not only on denouncing the manifest injustices of neoliberal capitalism and creating a counterforce to neoliberal ideological hegemony but also on establishing the conditions for new social arrangements that transcend the false opposition between the market and the state.
Accompanied by what some have described as the "particular universalism" of Marxist analysis as opposed to the "universal particularism" of the postmodernists, critical educators collectively assert-all with their own unique focus and distinct disciplinary trajectory-that the term social justice all too frequently operates as a cover for legitimizing capitalism or for tacitly admitting to or resigning oneself to its brute intractability. Consequently, it is essential to develop a counterpoint to the way social justice is conceptualized and practiced in progressive education. This stipulates not only a critical examination of the epistemological and axiological dimensions of social democracy but also a critique of the political economy of capitalist schooling so that teachers and students may begin to reclaim public life from its location within the corporateacademic complex in particular and the military-industrial complex in general while acknowledging in both cases their violent insinuation into the social division of labor and capitalism's law of value.
Amid the Bush regime's star-spangled war on hope and freedom, postMarxists and anti-Marxist educators have intensified their assault on anticapitalist perspectives within the field of critical pedagogy. It is not surprising that this is the case, especially since Bush has declared the "war on terror" to be a war against regimes under the gnarled thumb of Old Scratch, regimes which the boy emperor has likened to totalitarian (i.e., Marxist) regimes of the Cold War.
Consider his commentary during a West Point address in 2002:
Because the war on terror will require resolve and patience, it will also require firm moral purpose. In this way our struggle is similar to the Cold War. Now, as then, our enemies are totalitarians, holding a creed of power with no place for human dignity. Now, as then, they seek to impose a joyless conformity to control every life and all of life. (cited in Domke, 2004, p. 112) One wonders how the illegal and murderous deployment of cluster bombs, depleted uranium ordinances, white phosphorous shells, MK 77, SMAW-NE thermobaric urban destruction bombs, and invasions of sovereign countries such as Iraq that kill, by some estimates, in excess of a hundred thousand civilians, contributes to what Bush Jr. refers to above as "human dignity". It has not escaped our notice that once the evil empires of the Cold War fell, new ones were created quickly to fill in the gap.
J. Martin Rochester's (2003) "Critical Demogogues: The Writings of Henry Giroux and Peter McLaren," published in the Hoover Institute's flagship education journal, Education Next, constitutes a representative neoconservative assault on critical pedagogy. Demogoguery apparently is only acceptable when it is practiced by the leader of the world's sole superpower.
One of Rochester's (2003) charges against critical pedagogy is that it contributes to the development of a left-wing anti-intellectualism by means of emphasizing ideology over inquiry. For Rochester (2003) , critical pedagogy is nothing less than a "chiliastic movement." Instead of participating in what are alleged to be critical pedagogy's pernicious forms of ideological indoctrination, Rochester sets the goal for teaching in terms redolent of a mawkish eulogy, maintaining that teachers must "reaffirm education as that which promotes," in the words of an 1830 Yale University report, "The Discipline and Furniture of the Mind." Rochester contends that it is impossible to teach a social justice agenda and at the same time foster a solid foundation of knowledge and understanding, a love of learning, and the tools for pursuing that learning. The latter, not the former, should be the first principle of education. The debates over values and truths should, Rochester argues, "be guided by a disposition toward objectivity, the spirit of free inquiry, and academic integrity rather than by chiliastic movements." According to this assessment-what some critical theorists might refer to as a suprahistorical ethics of pure intentionality-not even history-shaking movements such as a national literacy movement can ever be guided by anything but craven self-interest, and therefore, revolution always makes for bad pedagogy. What fails to get explored by Rochester is exactly what is meant by the term ideology. As criticalists know, to employ ideologically free research practices is a Tantalusian illusion. Seemingly objective facts are always already socially and historically produced or mediated (often as the reified thought of the bourgeoisie). Ideology achieves its purpose when it is able to erase evidence of its presence and often we are aware of its presence only retroactively, when it has exhausted its welcome and is replaced with another ideological effect.
Here, we are not claiming that ideology is a purely passive social relation (i.e., determined by the economic base in a linear fashion), because ideological effects may react back on economic forces, reshaping the ideological field in general. What we are claiming is that Rochester lives in a perfumed world of unimpaired optimism where pedagogy is both taught and practiced from the fertile verdure of Mount Olympus, from the lazy sinecure of common sense, from an unsullied world of science where his categories of analysis are grounded in what seems to be the ontologically necessary dimensions of human existence-a perspective that itself is shrouded in a debilitating epistemological positivism. Rochester fails to understand how theory is a type of practice raised to consciousness. This insight would be useful for Rochester when attempting to understand critical pedagogy's methodological requirements for a unity of theory and practice. Rochester's own position of research as ideologically disinterested is fraudulent and irresponsible as it assumes that research transcends its institutional technology and distinct historical configurations of power and knowledge. It represents the methodological practices of specific and historical subjects often in conflict among themselves. His normative epistemological pretensions are inescapably illusory and enshrine in the language of objective science the interests of a particular social and political class disguised as general social interests. Inquiry that fails to address the social relations of production and totalizing epistemes that historically mediate the research question itself is not worthy of the name. Consequently, it is not surprising that the Hoover institution would support a critique of critical pedagogy under the banner of an ideologically purged pedagogy, given its own ideological allegiance to the imperialist imperatives of the current White House administration.
Empire, the Crush of Civilization, and Politics of Latino/a Education
Since September 11, 2001, Bush has arrogated to himself the role of the Grand Panjandrum of the "civilized world" (i.e., the world with the most sophisticated military technology, the most powerful army, and a political administration that possesses the will and the determination to put those assets to use wherever and whenever it feels its national interests [i.e., profits] threatened). The Bush cabal's cunning political prestidigitations enabled it to govern the country with lies under the shibboleth of "exporting democracy" and those who were not hoodwinked and spoke out against such mass deception were labeled enemies of civilization. Imperialism's grand legacy of racism and White supremacy that has accompanied the virulent backlash against Marxist-driven instantiations of critical pedagogy is also affecting the agonistic terrain of Latina/o education in the United States. The defining principle underlying national policy initiatives (i.e., English-only propositions, anti-immigrant initiatives, and the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001) that both implicitly and explicitly target the education of Latina/o students is what we have termed the politics of erasure. Unilaterally designed to erase students' native language, national origin, and cultural formations, these initiatives arise out of an era marked by heightened nationalism and its attendant "fear factor" that views anyone outside of the xenophobic U.S. monoculture as a threat to U.S. citizenship. As a direct result of their demographic numbers, Latina/os have become both objects of inclusion (through assimilationist efforts) and exclusion (by restricting their access and opportunity to a quality education) in educational politics. On the surface, the politics of erasure seeks to incorporate a burgeoning Latina/o population into the economic, social, and cultural spheres of U.S. society. But the repressed underside of such initiatives is reminiscent of efforts designed to safeguard the cultural and linguistic homogeneity of what Gilbert Gonzalez (2001) has termed the "Ideology and Practice of Empire." Within this framework, education is perceived as the major apparatus of assimilating and acculturating a growing Latina/o population into the economic and social dimensions of an increasingly imperial and militaristic Pax Americana.
Unearthing and naming the ostensibly hidden narratives and ideological underpinnings of education policy is a necessary counterpoint to the reigning initiatives that evoke, at times, the popular support of Latina/os in pursuit of achieving the gross material benefits associated with American nationality. It is essential, therefore, that policy initiatives be understood in terms of their historical specificity, especially as this affects their functional imperatives for nation-states, which includes administering a commodity-centered economy and its division of social labor (San Juan, 2002) . In education policy, the rhetoric of positive nationalism (i.e., equal opportunity for all) occludes both the racialized ideologies and class interests of the political elite who act-either willingly or unknowingly-in the service of maintaining internal cultural homogeneity and an internal colonialism. Especially in light of today's war on terrorism, Latina/o entrepreneurs are needed to legitimize the economic objectives of the capitalist elite and provide ballast to the existing social division of labor, just as the rural and urban poor are needed as frontline troops in the country's imperialist wars.
As an instructive example, consider the recent arguments set forth by Harvard Professor Samuel Huntington. Huntington's (2004) commentary is predictably aligned to the ideological imperatives of U.S. citizenship. Concerned with Hispanic immigrants who have not assimilated into mainstream U.S. culture, forming instead their own political and linguistic enclaves, he writes the following: "There is no Americano dream. There is only the American dream created by an Anglo-Protestant society. Mexican-Americans will share in that dream and in that society only if they dream in English" (Irreconcilable Differences, ¶5). In linguistics, we would refer to the aforementioned coupling as cognates, but in Huntington's context, that speaks directly to the reactionary segments of the Anglo-Protestant population that he depicts; they represent two separate and incommensurable worlds divided by language, culture, and values. In his enfeebled defense of the Anglosphere as the sacerdotal eyrie of U.S citizenship, Huntington cites a number of scholars who characterize Latina/os, primarily those of Mexican decent, as a monolithic cultural group that possess a "lack of initiative, self-reliance, and ambition" and have "little use for education; and acceptance of poverty as a virtue necessary for entrance into heaven" (Irreconcilable Differences, ¶3). Huntington's nativism is an unholy alliance of xenophobia and racism masquerading as a defense of the cultural identity of the U.S. (not to mention as scholarship). Huntington's alarmist screed, premised on an unstated fear that Mexican immigrants might one day engage in a reconquest of the U.S. Southwest, betrays at once a fear of the decline of an Anglo-Protestant majority and a defense of free-market capitalism. Such views are neither new nor limited to depicting the Latina/o population. The rise of industrialization, the emergence of world wars, the collapse of statist Communism and reformist Social Democracy and the creation of the United States as the world's sole superpower has exacerbated an "us versus them" discourse that legitimizes cultural, political, military, and economic domination. Huntington's work is but an academic gimcrack, the kind of crass racism you might find in a seaport bar only dressed up in the iron breastplate of the Angel of History -acrimonious ignorance disguised as moral profundity blown into our minds by a storm from paradise. It is the scholarly umbrage in which the most vile human sentiments take refuge from the light of reason.
"Latina/o": Historical and Material Dimensions
To understand the ways in which the education of Latina/o youth is being affected by what we term a politics of erasure, it is necessary to fully define Latina/o. We consider it important to highlight the arguments posited by Martha Gimenez (1997) , who suggests that ethnic labels such as Latino or Hispanic work not only to solidify the negative stereotyping associated with that group but also to hide and deemphasize both the differences and similarities across ethnic enclaves. By differences, we are suggesting that Latina/os constitute a population of wide variation-across class and other social dimensions-and that they do not, by any measure, share or ascribe to an organic or pure cultural identity. By similarities, we are also suggesting that Latina/os, when viewed as individuals situated along an historical and material continuum differentiated by class status, share traits, experiences, and values with other "non-Latino" groups. The process of Americanization, acculturation, or assimilation is not a uniform process for Latina/os. Gimenez (1997) is particularly insightful on this point: "Dialectically, however, culture is not a thing one learns or unlearns (thus becoming acculturated): It is the lived experience of people shaped by their location in the class and socioeconomic stratification systems" (p. 231). In light of Gimenez's observation, it is necessary to view Latina/os as a social group in all of their iterations and to consider the material backdrop of their cultural formations (see Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997) . Here the alienation of Latina/o youth can best be understood by investing the ontological concept of alienation with social, historical, and economic content. Here, we take the position that although race, class, and gender invariably intersect and interact, they are not coprimary. We conceptualize class antagonism or struggle as one in a series of social antagonisms (race, class, gender, etc.) but argue that class most often sustains the conditions that produce and reproduce the other antagonisms. This is not, however, to argue that we can simply reduce racism or sexism to class. In other words, class struggle is the specific antagonism, the generative matrix, that helps to structure and shape the particularities of the other antagonisms. It creates their conditions of possibility. The material basis of race and gender antagonisms can be traced to the means and relations of production within capitalist society-to the social division of labor that occurs when workers sell their labor power for a wage to the capitalist (i.e., to the ownership of the means of production). Regrettably, class exploitation is a topic that is very often ignored within schools of education. When it is discussed, it frequently deliquesces into a discussion of unequal resource distribution, and this ignores the fact that exploitation is a fundamental character of capitalism, that it is constituent of the labor-capital relation. Class struggle is a determining force that structures in advance the very agonistic terrain in which other political, racial, and gender antagonisms take place. However, we want to underscore that that in no way does this position ignore forms of nonclass domination. John Bellamy Foster (2005) makes an important observation when he writes the following:
The various forms of non-class domination are so endemic to capitalist society, so much a part of its strategy of divide and conquer, that no progress can be made in overcoming class oppression without also fighting-sometimes even in advance of the class struggle-these other social divisions. (p. 17) Among U.S. institutions, public schools bear the greatest burden to bring youth and their families into the neoliberal regime. For educators such as Stanley Aronowitz (2004) , schools serve as the primary mechanism to connect children and their families to the full spectrum of social life. Social life, in these terms, includes broad notions of citizenship, but it also, and perhaps most importantly, suggests the cultivation of a laboring citizen body. Aronowitz argues that the common school is charged with the task of preparing children and youth for their dual responsibilities to the social order: citizenship and, perhaps its primary task, learning to labor. On the one hand, in the older curriculum on the road to citizenship in a democratic secular society, schools are supposed to transmit the jewels of the enlightenment, especially literature and science. On the other hand, students are to be prepared for the work world by means of a loose but definite stress on the redemptive value of work, the importance of family, and of course the imperative of love and loyalty of one's country. (Introduction, 1.1)
We concur for the most part with Aronowitz's (2004) description of the public school, and we find it particularly relevant for Latina/os and other immigrant groups struggling assiduously on the margins for full incorporation into the dominant landscape of U.S. society. The notion that schools ultimately shape and form future generations under the mantra of democracy building or "loving one's country" is a necessary tool for policy makers and other members of the capitalist elite to justify pedagogical programs and initiatives designed to homogenize and unify a seemingly varied population. What is often overlooked is the role that schools play in serving as pallbearers of profit maximization and in sustaining a commodity-centered economy predicated on the social division of labor. It is here that the linkages between the expansion of capital and schooling become more opaque-in terms of schools becoming transformed into commodities (through increased privatization) and in their role as commodity-producing (human labor power) institutions. Governmentsponsored commissions clearly capture the interplay between schools, labor, capital, and citizenship. A report commissioned in 2003 on behalf of the G. W. Bush administration, From Risk to Opportunity, Hispanics in the U.S., outlines these very relations. The report states that if the employment picture does not change, the economic consequences of an uneducated workforce will strain the economy of the United States. Hispanics are not maximizing their income potential or developing financial security. This leads to lost tax revenues, lower rates of consumer spending, reduced per capita savings and increased social costs. (p. 3) This narrative antiseptically reduces the failed economic participation of Latina/os to an itemized list of discrete educational factors (see Miron & Inda, 2000) . Against a backdrop of characteristics such as limited parent involvement, poor academic instruction and a lack of English or teacher accountability, an investment in school "improvement" is considered the only viable alternative toward eliminating the fiscal and social "crisis" associated with the Latinization of the United States. The Commission asserts that "school improvement may be an expensive short-term investment, but the ultimate profit resulting from an educated Hispanic workforce is much greater" (National Council of La Raza [NCLR], 2004, p. 3) . When Latina/os' participation in the labor market is contrasted against indicators that measure their integration in education and other aspects of social life, the stage is set to "reform" or "rectify" those conditions associated with what is perceived as "failed assimilation." Across ethnic groups, Latina/os have the highest high school dropout rate, nearly 28%, and for newly arrived immigrants, the dropout rate stands at 40% (NCLR, 2004) . Only 1 in 10 Latina/os ages 25 and older have received a bache- lor's degree or higher, yet in the year 2002, nearly 1 in 5 of all those incarcerated in the United States were Latino (NCLR, 2004, p. 11) . Close to 5 million English-language learners reside in the United States, with the overwhelming majority being Spanish speakers. In the 2000-2001 period, Latina/os represented 10% of the school-aged population in the nation, a number that is expected to increase exponentially in the coming decades. When the "Latina/o experience" is viewed against these statistics, it provides the fuel and impetus for policy makers to create and implement educational initiatives to reverse the trend of so-called Latina/o failure. Such is the rationale behind increased standardization (as a way to equalize educational inputs and outcomes) of curriculum, testing mechanisms, and instructional techniques. For Latina/os and other segments of the population clinging to the rhetoric of positive nationalism, education policies conceived in this vein are configured and ideologically refitted with irresistible appeal. But ultimately, such efforts come at the expense of an often cruel and violent pedagogy of dehumanization that places the burden on the young and "unacculturated" to adopt "ways of being" that are, indeed, foreign and alien. The very system that incorporates Latina/os and other immigrant groups into the dominant "Whitestream" society is the same system that seeks to alienate them from their local histories, their culture, and the location where their knowledge is inscribed, namely their language (Maldonado-Torres, 2004) . Language, which serves to classify, categorize, and label human essence, relies on the process of internalization. We are conceiving the process of internalization largely in relation to the function of language in identity formation. In other words, language represents a core construct of our subjectivity and the bulwark of our modes of self-and social identification. In the words of Gloria Anzaldua (1987) , "ethnic identity is twin skin to linguistic identity-I am my language. Until I can take pride in my language, I cannot take pride in myself " (p. 81). With language valorized as the essentialized component of nationality and identity, English-only movements profoundly affect the Latina/o experience in public schools. Starting in California, with Proposition 227, an initiative that legally dismantled bilingual education instruction, and followed by similar propositions in Arizona and unsuccessful attempts in Colorado and Massachusetts, bilingual education is consistently thrust into politically pernicious and ideologically heated debates that negatively affect language-minority students.
Although language policy has historically been sanctioned at the level of the state, the federal government's reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, marked a reversal of language policy by stressing the acquisition of English skills only (Crawford, 2002) . By eliminating any reference to the term bilingual, by mandating achievement tests that measure the acquisition of English over subject-matter content (Abedi & Dietel, 2004) , and by attaching a strict system of punishment and rewards to test results, the U.S. government has solidified a neo-colonial model of education that legitimizes the sustained subordination of groups that fall short of gaining membership to the dominant discourses of U.S. citizenship. Gutierrez, Asato, Santos, and Gotanda (2001) have referred to this phenomenon as "backlash pedagogy" rooted in "backlash politics, products of ideological and institutional structures that legitimize and thus maintain privilege, access and control of the sociopolitical terrain" (p. 337). Along a similar vein, Donaldo Macedo (2000) writes that English-only initiatives are present-day forms of colonialism, designed to subordinate groups through the loss of their human citizenship. In conjunction with initiatives that support anti-immigrant hysteria (Proposition 209 in California, the elimination of the Immigrant Education Program in No Child Left Behind 2001) and measures to eradicate affirmative action programs, we are constantly reminded that becoming "American," from the standpoint of education policy, is an atrophic process that denies the full development of human subjectivity.
Revolutionary Critical Pedagogy as Marxist Humanism
As critical educators, we reject the notion that Latina/os and other marginalized student groups must selectively choose between the inflexible yet complementary tension of Americanism or un-Americanism, a binary construction that sets up a perfidious false opposition. We also reject the notion that schools must ultimately service the needs of capital rather than the humanizing needs of children and their families (De Lissovoy & McLaren, 2003) . We denounce as well the reorganization of cultural hegemony and symbolic capital through the use of English as the only medium of classroom instruction-a nativist ploy to use monolingual "immersion" English classrooms to delegitimate or erase the daily lived experiences of linguistic minorities who are oppressed by a classdivided, racialized, and gendered social order, and to immure them inside a civic culture predicated upon property rights and the capitalist law of value production. At the same time, we are aware of the complex set of social relations that have compelled millions of working-class and poor people from Latin America to leave their countries of origin in search of a viable alternative. The creation of composite national identities and the lived tensions and contradictions confronted in every aspect of social life in the United States by "immigrants" or "exiles" compels us to articulate a humanizing critical pedagogy that is rooted in the cultural, spiritual, and linguistic dimensions of everyday life. But a humanizing pedagogy is also grounded in a critique of the material social relations and practices associated with contemporary capitalist formations. We have made an effort to note that the exploitation of human capacity to labor (labor power) is not limited to regional or national geographical spaces alone. Rather, Latina/os in the United States and abroad are implicated in a web of transnational relations linked to the accumulation of capital and extraction of surplus value. Moving from the center to the periphery, it is instructive for us to engage critically social movements and popular education initiatives in Latin America as illustrative sites toward a humanizing critical pedagogy.
A fundamental axiom of a critical humanizing pedagogy is a respect accorded to students' language and cultural identity. It begins, in the words of Antonia Darder (2002) , "with the view that all human beings participate actively in producing meaning and thus reinforces a dialectical and contextual view of knowledge" (p. 135). Cultural workers in this tradition ask students to recollect the past; to situate the present socially, politically, and economically; and to strive toward a future built on a utopian universality. Such a utopia has the potential to create the conditions for groups to liberate themselves in their own contextually specific ways from all forms of oppression, domination, alienation, and degradation. A pedagogy built on these perspectives and practices seeks to understand the underlying motives, interests, desires, and fears of draconian shifts in education policy, and it contests ascribed methods of producing knowledge. To challenge the erasure of students' cultural and subjective formations, a humanizing critical pedagogy refashions dialectically self and social formation by challenging normative notions of citizenship and by underscoring what it means to be the subject rather than the object of history. However, we clearly need more than a new normative foundation for a critical cultural cosmopolitanism; we also need a major shift in the mode of production. In addition to cultural solutions, we need to seize political power on behalf of workers. Yet-in itself-this does little to eradicate the capitalist law of value. Moving beyond the capitalist law of value is a challenge that can be met by adopting a historical materialist critique and engaging in the struggle for socialism.
Criticizing the model of "cultural schizophrenia" that informs the ideological ambivalence of "Chicana/o literature," Marcial Gonzalez (2004) advances a historical materialist critique that we believe is efficacious for the dedomestication of critical pedagogy. Historical materialism is important for Gonzalez, as it is for us, precisely because it "attempts to understand the dialectical relation between the particularities of existence and the larger social frameworks that give them meaning" (p. 180). It also helps us to grasp more fully and more deeply "the relation between universal processes and their local manifestations" (p. 180) in ways the puerile prospects of postmodernism cannot. Furthermore, historical materialism provides the means for "understanding the complex categories of identity based on race, ethnicity, sexuality and gender, not as autonomous formations but as interconnected processes within the larger dynamics of social relations" (p. 180), so that we are able to recognize "the particularity and relative autonomy of race without jettisoning the causal character of class relations" (p. 181). From such a perspective, reality is perceived not as an absolute truth but as "a set of processes" (p. 181). The purpose of historical materialist critique is not to "correct faulty ideas" (p. 82) analytically but "to negate them" and demystify them as ideological correlates of real contradictions, and in so doing, "to transform them qualitatively" (p. 182).
Revolutionary Critical Pedagogy as a Dialectics of Praxis
In this section, we attempt to further situate revolutionary critical pedagogy in a Marxist-Hegelian optic, centered on a philosophy of praxis. To perform our revolutionary agency critically is to revisit the dialectical relation of theory and practice. What is important are the ideas of social change that are given birth in spontaneous movements and struggles and those developed in theory and made available to the "nonordinary" ordinary people. Raya Dunayevskaya (1973 Dunayevskaya ( , 1978 Dunayevskaya ( , 2000 Dunayevskaya ( , 2002 has rethought Marx's relations to Hegelian dialectics in a profound way; in particular, Hegel's concept of the self-movement of the idea from which Marx argued the need to transcend objective reality rather than thought. Dunayevskaya notes how Marx was able to put a living, breathing, and thinking subject of history at the center of the Hegelian dialectic. She also pointed out that what for Hegel is absolute knowledge, Marx referred to as the new society. Although Hegel's self-referential, all-embracing, totalizing absolute is greatly admired by Marx, it was, nevertheless, greatly modified by him. For Marx, absolute knowledge did not absorb objective reality or objects of thought but provided a ground from which objective reality could be transcended. By reinserting the human subject into the dialectic and by defining the subject as corporal being, Marx appropriates Hegel's self-movement of subjectivity as an act of transcendence and transforms it into a critical humanism. In her rethinking of Marx's relationship to the Hegelian dialectic, Dunayevskaya parts company with Derrida, Adorno, Marcuse, Habermas, Negri, Deleuze, Meszaros, and others (Hudis, 2000 (Hudis, , 2004a (Hudis, , 2004b (Hudis, , 2005a (Hudis, , 2005b . She has given absolute negativity a new urgency, linking it not only to the negation of today's economic and political realities but also to developing new human relations. She places a special emphasis on the "second negation." The second negation constitutes drawing out the positive within the negative and expressing the desire of the oppressed for freedom. Second negativity is intrinsic to the human subject as an agent; it is what gives direction and coherence to revolutionary action as praxis. A second negation permits abstract, alienated labor to be challenged by freely associated labor and concrete, human sensuousness. The answer is in envisioning a noncapitalist future that can be achieved, as Hudis (2000) notes, after Dunayevskaya, by means of subjective self-movement through absolute negativity so that a new relation between theory and practice can connect us to the realization of freedom.
Of course, Marx rejects Hegel's idealization and dehumanization of selfmovement through double negation because this leaves untouched alienation in the world of labor-capital relations. Marx sees this absolute negativity as objective movement and the creative force of history. Absolute negativity in this instance becomes a constitutive feature of a self-critical social revolution that, in turn, forms the basis of permanent revolution. Peter Hudis (2000) raises a number of difficult questions with respect to developing a project that moves beyond controlling the labor process. It is a project that is directed at abolishing capital itself through the creation of freely associated labor: The creation of a social universe not parallel to the social universe of capital is the challenge here. The form that this society will take is that which has been suppressed within the social universe of capital: socialism, a society based not on value but on the fulfillment of human need. For Dunayevskaya (2002) , absolute negativity entails more than economic struggle but the liberation of humanity from class society. This is necessarily a political and a revolutionary struggle and not only an economic one. This particular insight is what, for us, signals the fertile power of Dunayevskaya's Marxist-humanism, the recognition that Marx isn't talking about class relations only but human relations. Domesticated currents of critical pedagogy are too preoccupied with making changes within civil society or the bourgeois "public sphere," where students are reduced to test scores and their behavior is codified in relation to civic norms. Marx urged us to push beyond this type of materialism that fails to comprehend humanity's sensuous nature and regards humans only as statistics or averaged-out modes of behavior. We need to move toward a new social humanity. This takes us well beyond civil society. We need to work toward the goal of becoming associated producers, working under conditions that will advance human nature, where the measure of wealth is not labor time but solidarity, creativity, and the full development of human capacities. This can only occur outside the social universe of capital.
Revolutionary critical pedagogy, built on the concept of absolute negativity, is needed to combat the ideological crisis that has occurred as a result of the defeat of communism, socialism, and national liberation movements and the radical wings of social democracy. Of course, one of the immediate goals of a revolutionary critical pedagogy is to disable the Bush administration from conflating leftist revolutionaries with fundamentalist Islamic terrorists. Guided by a cabal-like combination of Christian fundamentalists, global robber barons, far-right neoconservatives, ultranationalists, arms dealers, oil tycoons, and militarists, the U.S. government's pursuit for the role of master and commander of the global capitalists system proceeds apace. Admittedly, it cannot be stopped by a revolutionary critical pedagogy, no matter how powerful its self-reflexive counterperformances. But neither can it be effectively challenged without it. Today, it is urgent that we develop a coherent philosophy of praxis, but equally important must be our determination to live our dialectical selfreflexivity, as we navigate the perils of everyday existence and enact a politics of refusal and transformation.
A true renewal of thinking about educational and social reform must pass through a regeneration of Marxist theory if the great and fertile meaning of human rights and equality is to reverberate in the hopes of aggrieved populations throughout the world. A philosophically-driven revolutionary critical pedagogy, one that aspires toward a coherent philosophy of praxis, can help teachers and students grasp the specificity of the concrete within the totality of the universal-for instance, the laws of motion of capital as they operate out of sight of our everyday lives and thus escape our commonsense understanding. Revolutionary critical pedagogy can assist us in understanding history as a process in which human beings make their own society, although in conditions most often not of their own choosing and therefore influenced by the intentions of others. Furthermore, the practice of double negation can help us understand the movement of both thought and action by means of praxis, or what Dunayevskaya called the "philosophy of history." The philosophy of history proceeds from the messy web of everyday social reality-from the arena of facticity and the tissues of empirical life-and not from lofty abstractions or idealistic concepts gasping for air in the lofty heights of some metaphysical crow's nest. Revolutionary critical educators engage students in a dialectical reading of social life in which "the labor of the negative" helps them to understand human development from the perspective of the wider social totality. By examining Marx's specific appropriation of the Hegelian dialectic, students are able to grasp how the positive is always contained in the negative. In this way, every new society can be grasped as the negation of the preceding one, conditioned by the forces of production, which gives us an opportunity for a new beginning. I think it is certainly a truism that ideas often correspond to the economic structure of society, but at the same time, we need to remember that history is in no way unconditional. In other words, not everything can be reduced to the sum total of economic conditions. The actions of human beings are what shape history. History is not given form and substance by abstract categories. Both Freire and Dunayevskaya stress here that the educator must be educated. The idea that a future society comes into being as a negation of the existing one finds its strongest expression in class struggle. Here, we note that dialectical movement is a characteristic not only of thought but also of life and history itself. And here the outcomes are never guaranteed.
Class Struggle in a Global Context
If dialectical praxis within the larger project of class struggle is to serve as the centerpiece of critical revolutionary pedagogy, both in its fight against economic exploitation as well as racism and patriarchy, it is imperative that we chart out the lineaments of our anticapitalist, prosocialist struggle. Although it is important to acknowledge that the globalization of capital can be resisted, it is equally important to be aware of the strengths and limitations of our counterhegemonic strategies and tactics. In short, we need a theory of counterhegemony. William Robinson (2003) expands on this position:
Globalization is the resistible renewal of capitalism. Globalization is always partial and incomplete, although the aspiration is one of universality and generalization. Any theory of historic change must address the question of how alternative projects arise, how resistance is articulated and how dominant structures are subverted. Theories of capitalist hegemony are incomplete without corresponding theories of counter-hegemony. (p. 319) Here, Robinson (2003) rehearses Gramsci's distinction between a war of maneuver (frontal attack) and a war of position (struggle of trench warfare, or of attrition) as follows:
A war of maneuver, associated with the traditional notions of revolution, can potentially succeed when the power that sustains the existing system is situated in a limited number of identifiable sites, like the police, military, etc. But the expansion of the state into new "private" and community realms under capitalism that Gramsci theorized, and the rise of a civil society in which the power of the dominant groups is anchored in ideological and cultural processes, implies that power is no longer limited to a number of sites and is more dispersed and multidimensional. The formal distinction between a war of position and a war of maneuver is clearly methodological, not real (organic), in the sense that social struggles involve both dimensions simultaneously. Which may be the most salient in strategies and practices of struggle is a matter of historical conjuncture and collective agency. (pp. 319-320) Robinson (2003) convincingly argues that we must begin our anticapitalist struggle with a strategic war of position, the exercise of resistance in the sphere of civil society by popular classes who are able to avoid co-optation and mediation by the nation-state-and this means resistance at the points of accumulation, capitalist production, and the process of social reproduction. Robinson revealingly elaborates this position:
Social conflicts linked to the reorganization of the world economy will lie at the heart of world politics in the twenty-first century. The challenge is how to reconstruct the social power of the popular classes worldwide in a new era in which such power is not mediated and organized through the nation-state. The universal penetration of capitalism through globalization draws all peoples not only into webs of market relations but also into webs of resistance. (p. 320) Drawing on the work of Kees van der Pijl, Robinson (2003) maintains that all three moments in the process of the subordination of society and nature to the reproduction of capital-original accumulation, the capitalist production process, and the process of social reproduction-generates its own form of "countermovement" of resistance and struggle. Consequently, it is to the social forces from below engaged in resistance at all three of these moments to which we should turn in anticipation when developing our own counterhegemonic impulse. Robinson has established four fundamental requirements for an effective counterhegemony that are worth repeating here. First, he argues that we urgently need to build a political force on a broader vision of social transformation that can link social movements and diverse oppositional forces. The resistance of popular classes needs to be unified through a broad and comprehensive "strategy of opposition to the broader structures that generate the particular conditions which each social movement and oppositional force is resisting" (p. 321).
lectuals to henceforth subordinate their work to and in the service of popular majorities and their struggles.
In his latest book, A Theory of Global Capitalism, Robinson (2004) further elaborates on what a counterhegemonic movement should look like. He importantly notes that fundamental change in a social order becomes possible when an organic crisis occurs but that such an organic crisis of capitalism is no guarantee against social breakdown, authoritarianism, or fascism. What is necessary is a viable alternative that is in hegemonic ascendance-an appealing alternative to the existing capitalist social order that is perceived as preferable by a majority of society. Although the socialist alternative is unlikely to be considered a viable alternative by the majority of society any time soon, this should not dampen our efforts to bring us closer to that goal.
It is precisely an unyielding commitment to the Other that gives revolutionary critical pedagogy-nourished by Marxist roots-its ethical exigency and its affirmative starting point. Furthermore, it prevents critical educators from being caught in an endless vortex of negativity that previously trapped many critical theorists. In the language of dialectics, revolutionary critical educators negate the negation inflicted on the oppressed. They do so from the perspective of the affirmation of the oppressed. Not only does this negation of the negation have a roborant effect on critical praxis, it is the very bulwark of revolutionary activity.
As long as critical educators ignore the strategic centrality of class struggle (see Scatamburlo-D'Annibale & McLaren, 2003) , the more difficult it will be for critical pedagogy to become a powerful catalyst in the ongoing struggle for social democracy. Thus, we argue that critical revolutionary pedagogy needs to return to its Marxist roots; we do not use the concept of "returning" in the sense of going back to some prior or originary moment of a linear sequence in time. To return is not to regress but rather to move forward in awakening ourselves to our relationship with living history, which is both the source and destiny of the human subject: the self-transcendence of our species being.
Our pedagogical project is directed toward a journey of self-discovery mediated by an infinite hope. Here, hope's infinite movement does not transcend human history but is embodied in finite, sensuous human beings struggling for freedom. As in the case of Hegel's true infinity, critical pedagogy's subject of history moves in and through otherness in the direction of a circle, a movement that returns into itself in its journey of self-discovery. Bad infinity, on the other hand, is a movement lost in the externality of the infinite, one of endless repetition and alienation. It is represented by a straight line in which experiences are never reconciled, in which the historical subject is endlessly lost and never reaches self-recognition and the basis for a return to the self is forever out of reach (see McNally, 2004) . Critical pedagogy, as we envision it, avoids the bad infinity of mainstream pedagogy in which truth and justice is sought outside of living history in the precincts of a mystical otherness. In contrast, we under-score our conviction that the subjunctive world of the "ought to be" must be wrought within the imperfect, partial, defective, and finite world of the "what is" by the dialectical act of absolute negation. It is a utopia in which the future is inherent in the material forces of the present. It is given birth out of the existing contradictions of the present moment. The critical pedagogy we are struggling to build works toward a transformation of the social through a form of concrete as opposed to metaphysical transcendence, through entering into the subjunctive mode of "what could be." But in moving the struggle forward, we must not extend the concept of "what could be" to some ethereal hinterland beyond the reach of "what is" (Gulli, 2005) . It is because we do not look to the externality of the infinite but rather to the infinite within ourselves, within our own pedagogical project, that we can describe our pedagogy as concrete utopian rather than abstract utopian. To avoid falling into the pit of abstract utopianism, the realm of the "what is" must be inclusive of the "what could be" (Gulli, 2005) -which is, we maintain, the struggle for genuine universality (when history itself becomes a conscious and self-mediating process, that is, when history can unfold outside of the value form of labor under capitalism) rather than for an abstract universality (that exists outside of the historical time of real, sensuous human struggle in which concrete acts of labor are left behind). Here, our self-activity and subjective self-awareness recognizes humankind's global interdependence and that only in our being for others can our own self-understanding be achieved. And even if the times are not propitious, we must nevertheless undertake an arduous and perhaps even harrowing journey in and through difference and return to a very different place from which we started out.
